REMARKS 



Claims 20-100 are currently pending in this application. 
The remarks below are niimbered according to the rejections set forth in the 
Office Action. 

1. Double Patenting 

Claims 20-96 were rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-51 of US 6,633,314 Bl. 

A terminal disclaimer under 37 CFR 1.321(c) is filed herewith, therefore apphcant 
believes this rejection has been over come. 

2. 3. Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C ^ 102(h) 

Claims 20, 21, 32, 34, 44, 55, 62, 64, 68, 76, 83, 85, 89 and 97-100 were rejected 
under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by Kikdnis (US 5,727,159). Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. 

4. Claims 20, 55, and 76: 

Kinkinis does not teach rendering an image from an entire document, and also 
does not teach sending an image in a compressed format. 

Claim 20 is representative: 

A method implemented on a server to serve documents, the method comprising: 
receiving, at the server from a remote device, a request for a document, 

the document including text and one or more links; 

transmitting, from the server, a request over a network to have the 

document delivered to the server and receiving the document, at the server, in 

response to the request transmitted from the server; 
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rendering, at the server and for displaying on a screen attached to the 

remote device, an image from the entire document in response to the request, the 

image being larger than a screen area on the remote device available for 

displaying the document; and 

sending, from the server to the remote device, the image in a compressed 

format as a response to the request for the document. 

Kikinis teaches a server which converts web pages into HTL files, and 
subsequently sends the HTL files to a hand held unit, as show in steps 89-105 of figure 4. 
HTL is short for HT-Lite, a file protocol created by Kikinis. Kikinis does not disclose 
what exactly HTL files consists of. Kinkinis does disclose that HTL files are single files 
composed of at least script and a dithered bitmap (Col. 10, lines 19-28). 

Applicant's claim limitations require rendering an image fi"om the entire 
document. Kikinis does not teach that a HTL file is an image file. 

Applicant's claim limitations also require sending the image in a compressed 
format. Kinkinis teaches converting files into the HTL format, but does not teach that the 
HTL file is compressed in anyway when sent, or that HTL is a compressed format of the 
originals. Given that several HTML files are combined to make a HTL file, it is not 
logical to assume that the HTL file is a compressed file, rather a new type of file. This is 
clearly shown on lines 30-35 of Col. 10: 

''At step 105 the new HTL file is transmitted to the hand held unit. The hand held 
receives at step 107 the single HTL file prepared from the several HTML files received 
the Proxy-Server. Finally, at step 109 the hand-held awaits new user input, such as, for 
example, a request to jump to a related page''' 

Clearly, if the HTL file was compressed, some kind of action would be required 
decompressing the file before user input. However, Kinkinis does not describe 
decompressing a file. 
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Therefor Kikinis does not anticipate claims 20, 55, and 76 and all claims 
dependent therefrom. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 20, 55, and 76, and all 
claims dependent therefrom, be allowed. 

5. Claim 21: 

Applicant does not traverse the specifics of this dependent claim, however 
applicant believes the rejection to the claim upon which this claim relies on is improper, 
and thus this rejection should be withdrawn. Applicant accordingly requests that claim 21 
be allowed. 

6. Claims 32, 62. and 83 : 

The argument as put forth above regarding claims 20, 55, and 76 also applies to 
claims 32, 62, and 83. Kikinis does not teach that the hand held device receives an image 
rendered from the entire document. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 32, 62, 
and 83, and all claims dependent therefrom, be allowed. 

7. Claims 34, 64. and 85: 

Applicant does not traverse the specifics of the dependent claims, however 
applicant believes the rejection to the claims upon which these rely on are improper, and 
thus this rejection should be withdrawn. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 34, 
64, and 85 be allowed. 

8. Claims 44, 68, and 89 : 

Kinkinis does not teach using a compressed format, which is stored in the device. 
Kinkinis teaches converting files into the HTL format, but does not teach that the HTL 
file is compressed in anyway, or is a compressed format, or is stored in a compressed 
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format in the hand held device. Apphcant accordingly requests that claims 44, 68, and 89 
be allowed. 

9. Claims 97-100: 

Applicant does not traverse the specifics of the dependent claims, however 
applicant believes the rejection to the claims upon which these rely on are improper, and 
thus this rejection should be withdrawn. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 97- 
100 be allowed. 

10. Claim Rejections - 35 UXC. ^ 103(a) 

11. 12. Claims 33, 63, and 84: 

Claims 33, 63, and 84 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kikinis, and further in view of Dorricott, US 6,125,209. Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

As shown above, the base reference lacks all the required claim limitations of the 
base claims upon which the claims at issue rely on. Based on this alone, applicant 
believes this rejection is improper. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 33, 63, and 
84 be allowed. 

13-21. Claims 22, 24, 35, 36, 38. 41-43, 56. 57. 65. 67, 77. 78. 86. and 88 : 

Claims 22, 24, 35, 36, 38, 41-43, 56, 57, 65, 67, 77, 78, 86, and 88 were rejected 

under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis, and further in view of Gardell 

et al. (US 6,049,831). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

As shown above, the base reference Kinkinis lacks all the required claim 

limitations of the base claims upon which the claim above rely on. Based on this alone, 
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applicant believes this rejection is improper. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 
above be allowed. 

22-23. Claims 23 and 39: 

Claims 23 and 39 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kikinis-Gardell, and in further view of OulUette et al. (US 5,581,243). AppHcant 
respectfully disagrees. 

As shown above, the base reference Kinkinis lacks all the required claim 
limitations of the base claims upon which the claim above rely on. Based on this alone, 
applicant believes this rejection is improper. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 
above be allowed. 

24-27, Claims 23, 37, 40, 66, and 87: 

Claims 23, 37, 40, 66, and 87 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kikinis-Gardell, and in further view of Clough et al. (US 5,379,057). 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

As shown above, the base reference Kinkinis lacks all the required claim 
limitations of the base claims upon which the claim above rely on. Based on this alone, 
applicant believes this rejection is improper. Applicant accordingly requests that claims 
above be allowed. 

28-37. Claims 26-32, 45-5 L 58-61. 69-74, 79-82, and 90-95: 

Claims 26-32, 45-51, 58-61, 69-74, 79-82, and 90-95 were rejected under 35 USC 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Kikinis and in further view of MacLeod et al. (US 
5,778,092). Applicant respectfully disagrees. 
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As shown above, the base reference Kinkinis lacks all the required claim 
limitations of the base claims upon which the claim above rely on. Based on this alone, 
applicant believes this rejection is improper. 

38'4L Claims 52-54, 75. and 96: 

Claims 52-54, 75, and 96 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kikinis, and in further view of Cronin, HI et al. (US 6,182,127). 
AppHcant respectfully disagrees. 

As shown above, the base reference Kinkinis lacks all the required claim 
limitations of the base claims upon which the claim above rely on. Based on this alone, 
applicant believes this rejection is improper. 
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Applicant respectfully submits that in view of the arguments set forth herein, the 
applicable rejections have been overcome. 

Applicant hereby petitions for an extension of time to respond, and a check for the 
extension fee is enclosed. Please charge deposit account 02-2666 for any shortages in 
fees and credit any overcharges to our associated with this response. 



Respectfully submitted. 



BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 





I" ames C. Scheller, Jr. 
ikeg. No. 31,195 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(408) 720-8300 
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